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directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: The 
Examiner indicated that amendment to the reduced thicl<ness range, while capable of removing the Sandstrom 
reference as teaching away from the small thickness values, still was obvious in view of the prior art, such as Hirata et 
al., which taught high Tg polymeric substrates meeting the claimed thickness range. Upon discussion with applicants, 
the Examiner indicated that amendment to recite a range in the axial displacement would appear to bring the case into 
condition for allowance since Sandstrom was deemed the closest prior art to teach controlling the axial displacement. 

Applicants indicated that there was some difficulty in directly comparing Sandstom to the present invention due to 
difference in units and/or measurement technique used to detemnine the axial displacement. However, the Examiner 
noted that the comparative examples in the parent application of the present invention indicated that the claimed value 
of the axial displacement was not inherent to disk structures and required clear control of the various parameters to 
achieve. Given that Sandstom taught achieving the reduced axial displacement by using thickness values exceeding 
the claimed range, the Examiner deemed that Sandstom failed to teach or render obvious the combination of the 
reduced axial displacement value and the reduced thickness. Applicants agreed to submit a supplemental amendment 
incorporating the proposed changes. 

In a follow-up inten^iew, the Examiner indicated that a terminal disclaimer would be required versus U.S. Patent No. 
7.087,290 (Fiest et al.) due to claiming substantially overlapping subject matter (e.g. a substrate comprising a plastic 
portion, wherein the plastic portion could comprise a polyarylene ether and a polystyrene). Applicants agreed to 
submit a terminal disclaimer to overcome the potential double patenting issues.. 



